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All line numbers refer to the pdf  document that Marty sent on 10/20/2002.

Comments on Sections 1-9

Lines 289-291: Having the negotiation protocol (represented by a BPSS instance) rank the results seems a stretch, because this assumes that the protocol is “smart” enough to do the ranking. Maybe this objective could be eliminated and put in futures.

Section 5.1: Maybe negotiation algorithm should be added as a bullet point in section 4.1. We should  also add text similar to the following: “Note that the negotiation protocol is distinct from the negotiation algorithm. The former is the public protocol, captured by  the BPSS instance document, whereas the latter is the private process that each party uses, in conjunction with  the CPA template, CPPs and the NDD,  to arrive at an offer or counter offer in the negotiation protocol”.

Lines 292-294: I do not quite understand what this means (separate state diagram for each party).

Lines 304-305:  I’d say delivery agreement (instead of delivery implementation)

Lines 320-322: I’d say that the NDD is used in the negotiation algorithm and passed along in the negotiation protocol.

Lines 329-330: I suggest that the following sequence of events in the formation of NCPA. For me, the main (only?) reason for having an NCPA is to have  some kind of agreement about being bound by the negotiation protocol referred to in the NCPA. In particular, the elements of the NCPA are not subject to negotiation.

1. Parties A and B publish NCPA templates (that they are willing to abide by) in a registry. These NCPA templates  are (somehow) to be  distinguished so that there is no confusion between these and  a regular CPA template. They are NCPA templates (as opposed to NCPAs) because some of the information in a CPA (such as names of both parties, end points etc.) is missing. 

2. Party B discovers party A and wants to conduct trade.

3. Party B chooses an NCPA template  of party A that it can live with (say, by looking at the business process pointed to by this NCPA template).

4. Party B then fills in this NCPA template (so that now it becomes an NCPA) and sends it, along with a draft CPA and an initial NDD to party A  to start the negotiation process.

If the above looks reasonable, we need to change the text in the following places:

1. Remove the second line in 337, starting with “Associated with each Party’s CPP…

2. Change line 347 to read “into Party A’s NCPA template”.

Figure 1, CPP(A is missing a parenthesis

Lines 388-394. For clarity, it might be good to restate the line starting on line 388-394 as follows. This makes it explicit that the second line is for covering the corner case.

· The Party that received the last counter offer builds the complete CPA by filling in details such as its Party ID and transport endpoint address and sends it to the other Party. (If it is the case that no counteroffers were received during the negotiation process, that is, if the Party that received the initial offer accepted it without sending a counter offer, that Party builds the complete CPA by filling in details such as its Party ID and transport endpoint address and then sends it to the other Party) 

If it was agreed that the CPA is to be signed, the Party that sends the final CPA signs it before sending it.

Figure 2 looks asymmetric in the top part with respect to A and B. Maybe, you can replace the two rectangles under Party B by a single rectangle that says “Steps similar to those for party A, such as CPP, NDD formation, registration etc.”Or alternately,  replace

PartyA by PartyA/PartyB. (I prefer the former suggestion)

Also, in the block Partner discovery, you might add “Partner Discovery of A by B”. Rest of the figure looks really good!

Line 431: You mean address of the registry?

Line 465-467: I do not understand the sentence starting with “Eliminating …” This seems to repeat the same idea as lines starting on 463-465. Is ontology the right word here? Maybe the sentence can  be eliminated.

Line 477-480:  I think, as you suggested, we should rely on CPA composition appendix for this information.

Lines 513-516: Not clear what is meant by a rule. Are you asking the question how the opposing preferences will be expressed if there is only one NDD for the draft CPA template? In this case, this cannot be currently expressed. Of course, if there are NDDs for each of the CPPs, this can easily be expressed—this suggests that if expressing this kind of opposing preferences is important, we need NDDs for the CPPs in addition to the NDD for the CPA. This might be fine for this version.

Section 8

If we agree to take the perspective of the NCPA that was discussed before,  then it seems that  we do not need to worry about the structure of the NCPA at all. Maybe we can specify it to be a concrete CPA, namely the simplest possible CPA conforming to the CPA schema.

Comments on sections 10-18

Section 10.2

These seem to be remarks about the negotiation algorithm. If so, that should be stated explicitly.

Lines 660—661: If the process specification document is to be negotiated, it seems likely that it can be done only via humans at the moment (since currently, there is no machine readable description about what the bpss is all about).

Line 1000:  What is the need for deleted items and inserted items? Do accepted items need values too? Also, in updated items, there might not be a single original value of the item.. 

Line 1015-1024: Marty’s points are well taken. Maybe the best thing to have is an accepted section for what is accepted by both parties, as well as what is currently under negotiation.

Line 1026: 1029. I think this is wrong as currently stated. Consider the case where we are negotiating a non leaf node. Then both the non-leaf and its children may need to appear in the negotiation content?

Line 1033:  I don’t see why this can be a CPA Id , when there is the possibility of different negotiation threads. Note that this contradicts with 1147. I suggest removing that Negotiation Dialog ID can be CPA Id

Line 1034: Repetition

Line 1058: Need to remove reference to Hima

Line 1075: Do we need the Initiating and Responding Roles?

Line 1122: I do not understand assumption

Line 1224-1226: What is the intent of these lines? Why was party A and B switched here (with respect to the discussion above)?

Line 1247-1253: What is proposed here (disallowing a bpss instance) seems reasonable for version 1.

Line 1279: How is status indicated?

Line 1295: I agree that packaging is unnecessarily complicated for version 1

Line 1303: typo “at the when:

Line 1403: Another reason for rejection is that the business process instance in the offer is not satisfactory to the receiving party.

Overall remark about the BPSS Instance document: The readability can be improved by removing the words CPA from every name (such as CPA_Offer_Document, CPA_FinalBT etc.). Also, in names like Final_CPA_BT_ReqBA, it might be better replace them by Final_BT_Req_IR (for initiator-responder), because B or A can be either the initiator or responder.

Line 1468-1470:  I was expecting a Success element with a fromBusinessState value set to CPAOfferBTA (from the text in lines 1465-1467). However, in the business process instance document, there is no such Success element (under  the binary collaboration CPA Negotiation BC). What is present, however, is a transition element with a fromBusinessState of CPAOfferBTA (line 2715), which transitions to the toBusinessState CPAFinalBTA. This is misleading.

Line 1489-1490: For clarity, say:”…RequestingBusinessActivity of the BusinessTransaction CPACounterOfferBT. Also, note a typo on line 1490,  the name of the RequestingBusinessActivity is CPA_Counter_offer_BT_ReqBA (note BT).


Line 1494: Is the binary collaboration still CPA_Negotiation_BC? Or  CPA_Negotiation_Counter_Offer_BC (as it seems fro the explanation of the transition element? If the latter, it might be good to point out that the business state now is CPA Counter Offer 1 BTA (once we are in in the CPA_Negotiation_Counter_Offer_BC) so that one can look for the correct fromBusinessState in the Success, Failure and Transition elements.

Line 1519: This seems incorrect. If the initial offer is accepted,  the business state seems to be CPA Final BTA (see line 2715). Similarly,  in line 1521, the “ReqBA” part of

“ReqBA_Final_CPA_…) should be deleted.

Line 1538:  refers to 13.15.3 for further information. Section 13.15.3 does not add much. Maybe what it says additionally  can be placed here inline.

Line 1542: Should be Init_Initiator

Line 1590:  I do not think anything further can be added in a normative fashion for algorithm requirements for version 1, since we declared algorithm out of scope.

Line 1634: What is the minor variation here?

Line 2614: typo: signed.

Line 2839: Delete “to negotiate”

